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Executive Summary  
 
In 2013, The Director of Student Support Services for the San Lorenzo Unified 
School District (SLZUSD) implemented a Restorative Practices program in an effort to 
improve relationships on campus and decrease suspension and expulsion rates in 
SLZUSD. The Directors push for RP was fueled by the passing of Assembly Bill 1729 
(AB-1729), that is when the California Education Code changed to allow for alternative 
disciplinary actions. States nationwide have passed bills similar to AB-1729 and allowed 
schools to use alternative punitive practices. However, despite the success in RP there is 
an array of other alternatives. Some examples are programs targeted towards increasing 
safety, programs that teach positive behavior, and some programs that engage the 
community to build partnerships between schools and the communities have also been at 
trial. While the director of SLZUSD could have met with the faculty in order to gain their 
perspective and to then decide which type of alternative program to implement, he took 
charge and used his own insight and experience to choose a Restorative Practices 
program. Despite good-natured intentions there were many faculty members who did not 
respond with enthusiasm and there has since been an uphill battle in trying to gain buy-in 
and increase understanding of RP from faculty members.  
The goal while working in SLZUSD was to assess the needs of the existing RP 
program and to provide recommendations on support systems and tools to increase the 
socio-emotional competency of teachers and improve the overall effectiveness of the 
program. The focus was on the teacher's role in the successful delivery of RP and what 
hindrances or external factors could be interfering with their views and attitudes about RP 
and its value. Through in class observations of teachers the goal was to make associations 
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between the teachers observed socio-emotional capacity and the observed response and 
overall climate of their classrooms. This includes the ability to leverage power and 
structure to accurately and appropriately treat each student’s diverse needs. These 
observations would be used to make improvements on their delivery of RP in their 
classrooms and to determine the gaps in RP understanding through the use of a self-
assessment tool. The underlying focus of the fieldwork as well as RP was to promote and 
maintain equality and positive learning for all pupils. 
In the United States there is a disturbing issue of racial disproportionalities in 
punitive actions taken against Black and Latino students, males in particular (Kirwan 
Institute, 2014). Research has suggested that students who struggle with disciplinary 
matters in school are more likely to end up in prison, this occurrence is so common in 
fact, that it has been labeled the school-to-prison pipeline. Restorative Practices is the 
strongest defense mechanism for curbing this pipeline, and decreasing the likeliness that 
students will end up in prison after leaving high school. Furthermore, teachers are the 
front line of that defense and it is pertinent that they gain and maintain the socio-
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Literature Review  
History and the Zero Tolerance policy 
As a result of decades of research and progressive human rights movements, the 
concept of school discipline has shifted widely from the 19th century to present day. It 
has moved further from harsh punishments such as physical and emotional ramifications 
to mental and social reconciliation. Historically, corporal punishment was a form of 
school discipline used to maintain control and order in the classroom. In the early 19th 
century a teacher had every right to physically abuse a child or push them to physical 
limits when a rule was broken in order to correct unwanted behavior. This corporal 
punishment was largely influenced by the Puritan belief of misconduct being driven by 
evil forces that could only be driven out of the child through pain (FindLaw, 2016). 
Through decades of civil cases and students rights movements policies have been put into 
place as to how and why education systems can deliver disciplinary actions as well as 
who is responsible for making disciplinary decisions. According to the United States 
Department of Education (2014) the current goal of school discipline is to foster a safe 
and positive learning environment that prepares students for college and careers.  
For nearly 3 decades, the “zero tolerance” policy was the standard for school 
discipline nationwide. This policy described specifically the type of misconduct from 
students that resulted in automatic suspension and expulsion, without further 
consideration, hence the words “zero tolerance”. In her book The History of "Zero 
Tolerance" in American Public Schooling (Palgrave Studies in Urban Education), Judith 
Kafka explores the history of school discipline starting from the parental responsibility of 
a teacher in the 19th century through to the present day where war, and poverty have 
played a huge role in the nature of student conduct and school safety. During the 1950s, 
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following WWII and approaching the Civil Rights movement, violence and misconduct 
became more prevalent in schools. Several bouts of violence and assaults between 1960-
1980 led to the “zero tolerance” policy in an effort to make schools safer. This “zero 
tolerance” policy was adopted from the U.S. Customs Service antidrug program that was 
created to crack down on the rapidly increasing use of illicit drugs in the United 
States.  After the “zero tolerance” policy was implemented arrests made for nonviolent 
drug offenses rose by 350,000, and the growth of many existing harm reduction programs 
was halted (Drug Policy Alliance, 2016). Despite the ineffectiveness of the “zero 
tolerance” policy to reduce illicit drug use and related incidents, schools began to adopt 
the policy for discipline purposes in order to improve academic success and increase 
safety in schools. In hindsight, the U.S. Education system was treating students as if they 
were illicit drug users, and to no surprise a growing body of research has suggested that 
the “zero tolerance” policy has indeed caused more harm than good to building 
productive and safe communities.  This misfire in the battle to make schools a safer place 
undoubtedly led to bigger problems. As the enforcement of this policy sustained itself the 
racial “discipline gap” grew significantly. The data regarding the racial discipline gap 
shows suspension and expulsion of Black and Latino students has grown tremendously 
out of proportion with the enforcement of the “zero tolerance” policy (American 
Psychological Association, 2014). Furthermore, research has revealed some key findings 
in the zero tolerance policy: (1) suspensions and expulsions have no effect on reducing 
misconduct or making schools safer (Johnson, Boyden & Pittz, 2001). (2) students who 
are suspended are more likely to be suspended again, and/or expelled (Losen & Gillespie, 
2012), (3) students who are suspended multiple times are more likely to end up in prison 
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this is evidenced by what is known as the school-to-prison pipeline (Quaylan & White-
Smith, 2014).  
School-to-prison pipeline 
 The school-to-prison pipeline is the trend of using suspension and expulsion to 
push students out of schools and into the criminal justice system (Flannery, 2015). 
Numerous studies show that when students are suspended they are likely unsupervised 
while away from school and more likely to engage in criminal activity. The zero 
tolerance policy has acted as a funnel for schools to pour disadvantaged students into 
prison systems and out of education. Objections to the “zero tolerance” movement in 
schools from community members, parents, educators, and various advocates of youth 
empowerment and equality, has urged school boards to demonstrate more thoughtful and 
advantageous discipline alternatives. 
Alternative Discipline   
 Like many other states in the last decade, California passed a bill in 2012 to 
encourage use of alternative means of correction for student misconduct. In districts with 
more severe issues of safety and misconduct RP and other alternative have been 
mandated, while others have simply been granted permission to utilize alternatives. 
While many school districts in Northern California have adopted RP as their alternative, 
it is not the only option. A report from the Duke Center for Child and Family Policy and 
Duke Law School (2014) describes 11 other alternatives and their objectives. A few of 
those are Positive Behavioral Intervention and Support (PBIS), Safe and Responsive 
Schools (SRS) and Community-School Partnerships. PBIS uses behavioral psychology to 
set and then teach clear expectations for student behaviors, and strategies change in 
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intensity depending on the needs of the students. SRS takes an instructional approach to 
discipline through use of a needs assessment that can help schools define what elements 
they will use in their program in order to teach students problem solving skills, instead of 
referrals and suspensions the SRS makes use of behavioral support classrooms to help 
students more in need. Community-School Partnerships, much like they sound, are an 
integrative approach between communities and schools to deliver social, medical, and 
behavioral support to at-risk students through a “one-stop shop” for youth and families in 
need of support. (Owen, Wettach and Hoffman). After reviewing all 11 approaches to 
alternative strategies for school discipline, they all target the response to behaviors. 
However, some focus on the training and decision making of faculty members while 
other focus on teaching students conflict resolution skills, and some focus on integration 
of community services and involvement. The 11 approaches also target behaviors using a 
variety of methods such as threat assessment, substance abuse intervention, and the 
continued use of suspension but with support and supervision, and one approach that 
recommends systemic and policy changes that reduces the use of suspension. 
While changes in education policies have paved the way for the alternatives 
mentioned above many school district nationwide have struggled to adopt new and 
different cultures, as well as gain the buy in from more conservative communities. In fact 
while almost all 11 of the alternatives have evidence based research that show its success, 
districts still receive lash back from communities who argue that it is not harsh enough or 
students escape accountability.  
Restorative Practices Breakdown 
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 Restorative Practices (RP) were derived from Restorative Justice (RJ), a system 
used to dissect and re-establish relationships following a harmful act between victim and 
offender in the criminal justice system. Restorative Practices, which include the use of RJ 
theorize the idea that people are more content when those around them work with them as 
opposed to “to” or “for” them. These three approaches “with”, “to”, and “for” are drawn 
from the social discipline window. The social discipline window in Figure 1. is a matrix 
that illustrates the variation between approaches, where one axis ranges from low to high 
support and the other from low to high control. The “with” approach is in the ideal 
position on the matrix of both high control and support. The “with” approach is further 
defined as an approach that is collaborative, where authority is based out of respect rather 
than fear and teachers demonstrate assertiveness rather than aggression. Restorative 
Practices have three primary tiers: (1) community building and establishing safe 
environments, (2) working through incidents of conduct and unsafe behaviors to repair 
harm done, and (3) rebuilding relationships and reintegrating offenders back into their 
communities safely. Several different handbooks and manuals exist in various systems 
that outline how to facilitate RP in different settings. Most communities facilitate tier 1 of 
RP through circles. A circle is when everyone in the classroom sits in a circle, the leader 
will provide a talking piece, any item can be used as a talking piece (ball, feather, cup, 
stuffed animal etc.,), to represent who should be talking at any given time during the 
circle. The dialogue of the circle can be anything from a prompt such as “tell us your 
favorite color” to “share a time when you felt disappointed in yourself”. These circles 
serve as the space to build safe socioemotional environments in classrooms where 
students and teachers practice listening and empathizing with one another. Furthermore, a 
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teacher may use a circle to practice tier 2 of RP, which is to repair harm. In a tier 2 circle 
the teachers leads the group through structured dialogue allowing each member to openly 
share and express their thoughts or feelings surrounding the incident and helping the 
group decide how they can repair the relationship. Tier 3 is the strategic process of 
bringing the offender back into the community in a way that sets them up to recover from 
an incident and supports the continuity of learning. 
Figure 1. Social Discipline Window 
 
Criticism and Limitations  
Critics of RP and RJ hover around the suggestions that both practices are not 
harsh enough do not help to correct unwanted behaviors, and that the support needed to 
implement the programs successfully is lacking. Bill O’Reilly gained support from others 
opposed to RP when he claimed that restorative programs allow violent students to 
remain on campuses (Bill O’Reilly, 2015). A critique of RP from the victim's point of 
view has been described as offenders escaping responsibility and offering a generic 
apology to evade any further consequences (Mika, Achilles, Halbert, Amstutz & Zehr, 
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2004). In chapter seven of Handbook of Restorative Justice, Kathleen Daly (2005) 
reviews six limits of RP and RJ. First, is that there is no one-way to define RJ that is 
agreed on by all stakeholders. Secondly, RJ focuses on the violation of the offense and is 
not about finding factual evidence. Third and fourth are that it is more realistic to reach 
fairness than restoring harm and that a sincere apology is typically hard to come by. 
Lastly, Daly explains that recovery through RJ is dependent on the degree of damage 
caused by the incident and that ideal results will vary depending on the cognizance and 
support of the offender. She suggests that an underlying reason for many of the 
limitations is that the bar has been set too high for what the practice is expected to 
achieve (2005). Because the practices have, in various settings, replaced the standard 
disciplinary actions it is assumed that the same results will be achieved. However, RP and 
RJ are geared towards restoring, not punishing, so the stern consequence that most expect 
is typically in the form of an apology to the victim and an agreement on how to move 
forward. Conclusively, it would seem that most of these critiques lie in the ambiguity of 
RP and it’s expected results.  
Agency Background 
 Within the San Lorenzo Unified School District (SLZUSD) there are 9 
elementary schools, 3 middle schools and 4 high schools. District wide the students 
population is 56% Latino, 11.6% African American, and 9% White. While combined 
Latino and African American students represent 67% of the total population they are still 
overrepresented in suspension and expulsion rates within the district. The suspension and 
expulsion rates as well as racial demographics for both students and staff can be found in 
Appendix A  
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In order to facilitate the use of Restorative Practices (RP) a team of volunteer 
teachers act as a lead on their campuses to implement the practices with their classrooms 
and share their insights with other faculty members encouraging them to adopt RP in 
their classrooms. The ultimate goal of the fieldwork itself is to enable all faculties to 
consistently practice RP to increase positive relationships and positive campus climate. It 
is intended that through RP schools will begin to balance out the disproportionalities 
while creating a safe and positive environment conducive to learning for all students.  
The director of Student Services pioneered the implementation of RP in the 
school district in 2013 following the passing of AB-1729. The project, piloted by the 
director, has worked with other staff members to create an implementation plan in 6 
phases: (1) Exploration and Adoption, (2) Program Installation, (3) Initial 
Implementation, (4) Full Operation, (5) Innovation, and (6) Sustainability. Currently RP 
in SLZUSD is in phase 3, initial implementation. 
In SLZUSD Restorative Practices (RP) the voluntary task force of staff in the 
district receive a stipend through the school district for taking on the role of ‘Lead’ and 
initiating RP on their campuses. Currently RP does not have a stated mission. 
However, the goals are to “reduce racial disproportionality in office referrals, 
suspensions, expulsions, and academic performance, increase social emotional literacy 
of adults and students in the school community, build and sustain healthy relationships 
and positive school climate that promote an equitable and restorative environment, 
create district-wide capacity and support for restorative principles and practices” 
(Student Support Services Department Manual and Strategic Approach, 2016). The 
primary services provided by the organization in the Initial Implementation phase were 
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to train and develop adult-to-adult relationships within the school district. The primary 
target audience for this phase was the adults within the school district including 
teachers, families, and stakeholders. As implementation continued the audience would 
fully include students and other educators and community based agencies that interact 
on school campuses. The goal for the fieldwork was to create a tool for teachers to 
measure and track their socio-emotional readiness and capacity in order to use RP in 
their classrooms to build stronger and safer communities. 
Problem Statement 
Prior to the start of the fieldwork process the problem with RP in SLZUSD was 
that teachers lacked a clear understanding of the use of RP and its intended results. The 
district lacked adequate resources to carry out the practices consistently. Furthermore, 
teachers lacked overall enthusiasm for delivering RP when they felt their instructional 
time spent on curriculum was most important for learning. This was in conjunction with 
the fact that they were already combatting the district to have their needs met as 
employees. While the district had a voluntary task force to drive RP on their campuses, 
there was still an overall lack of communication, support, and training enabling them to 
do so successfully and confidently. 
SWOT Analysis  
 The strengths of this fieldwork project were significant in that they provided 
momentum to changes in disciplinary practices; in particular the passage of AB-1729 
was a transformative factor that supported the director’s goals in creating positive 
climates. The fact that the two largest school districts in Northern California were 
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mandated to use RP and have gained positive results has helped the pull for RP in 
SLZUSD. The Director of student support services who was in charge of the 
implementation of RP is well known and highly regarded within the district. 
Collectively, the growing research on the ineffectiveness of current practices has 
pushed leaders to promote change within the education system.  
 Despite momentum and the trend of changing cultures the resources for 
application were limited. In particular the resources to actually have professional 
trainings for staff members and funding needed to employ necessary positions. The 
district like many others had limited time to train staff and had no means of 
incentivizing staff to actually apply the concepts of RP. An underlying weakness that 
could use improvement is the poor communication and dissemination of information 
about RP. Finally, as with many long standing organizations many staff members were 
resistant to such a drastic change in their job as they had been trained and been 
practicing the same strategies for their entire careers. 
 Fortunately, the opportunities for this project were plenty. The school district 
received upwards of 25 million dollars in revenue, of which a portion could be 
allocated to the Student Services department. The district has been hiring new staff 
members, which makes way for introducing and instilling these new RP principles. 
Additionally, SLZUSD is a relatively small school district and therefore is under less 
strenuous demands of policy makers and legislation around education. The district has 
also been taking advantage of graduate students and other interns to introduce and pilot 
new strategies that the district could benefit from. 
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 Even considering all of the strengths and opportunities within the district there 
are still threats posed against the implementation of RP. Two of the most overbearing 
threats are retention of staff and funding. As individuals move in and out of the district 
the district has to put more effort and energy into hiring and sustaining new staff and 
less to improving the quality of existing staff. The existing tension between district 
administrators and teachers regarding salary and benefits demeans the efforts to ask 
teachers to put in any additional effort or be open to changing cultures in their 
classrooms. The ongoing strikes from teachers regarding pay also adds to the tension in 
the district, taking away from the feat to create overall positive climates in schools. 
See Appendix B for SWOT Analysis. 
Needs Assessment   
How and why teachers so often struggle to deliver Restorative Practices is 
essential in understanding how to successfully implement RP in school based settings. 
Research that directly correlates current practices of suspension and expulsion and the 
school-to-prison pipeline amongst adolescents is rapidly growing and demonstrates an 
urgent need for change.  Evidence based research for RP suggests it reduces conflict, 
builds, and maintains communities and has been used to curve the school-to-prison 
pipeline for underserved students nationwide. Within the San Lorenzo Unified School 
District, a collective buy in of the stakeholders and students is among the factors that 
prevent its successful implementation. While all teachers support and strive for strong 
community, good climate, and few conflicts, many teachers are not confident in the use 
of RP to address these issues. The values behind RP are mutual, however the time 
commitment, design, and feasibility are not, one study by Varnam (2005) demonstrates 
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this inconsistency, finding that there was a large degree of variability between schools 
and their approaches, however only one school was applying a community 
“conferencing” technique. This demonstrated that although there seems to be a 
common theme amongst institutions the manner in which they are carried out, and the 
expected results are open to interpretation (p. 98). Gaining this enthusiasm to buy in to 
RP is an issue amongst staff particularly because it requires and challenges them to 
shift their ideas of how to deal with conflicts in the classroom and how each individual 
is held responsible. The gaps in an advantageous operation of RP lie in communication, 
support, and consistency. In terms of communication, there has to be more dialogue 
between faculty members in classrooms and those in charge of implementing RP to 
assess where more support or feedback is needed, and in what way. Teachers and those 
who are held accountable for practicing RP must have a more reliable support system 
and tools for using the practices. Due to the fact that RP can be such an emotionally 
and mentally draining practice, it is essential that teachers have a system for evaluating 
and checking in with themselves habitually. This tool would help teachers to maintain 
awareness of their influence over their students and how actively they acknowledge 
and accommodate the various needs of their classrooms. Consistency, as with any 
practice is key to being able to evaluate the effectiveness or RP. More so, consistency 
is critical in being able to see the benefits of RP as it takes time and practice to 
understand how each individual can feel confident in applying it in a way that is useful 
for themselves as well as their students. 
Considering that in the past the response to conflict and misconduct in the 
classroom was punitive and exclusionary the introduction of RP and the principles of 
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dealing with conflict are in many ways exact opposite of current practices in many 
schools. It is inclusive of the student and their voice, it is restorative instead of 
revengeful, and it is beneficial to their well being instead of punitive. In Monika Alvis’ 
study she found that teachers expressed doubts and concerns in the use of RP, one 
teacher commented, “ “not all staff would be equally committed to the program” and 
questioned, “how they would be held accountable.”” (p. 20). This skepticism of 
accountability is consistent across many other settings that RP has been adapted and 
explored in, such as hospital and correctional facilities. An article by Mike Roddis 
(2014) for the Health Service Journal raises questions about RP from a healthcare 
perspective such as who would be in charge of facilitating it and how would they 
ensure that it was done in the manner intended. The common uncertainty across these 
fields points to an issue of clear communication and understanding of RP.  
Despite the contention amid staff in SLZUSD, the results of RP internationally, 
suggest it was in fact an informed decision by the director of student services to 
implement it after AB-1729 was passed. One report on the use of RP in a school in 
Australia found that following the implementation of RP the school saw decreases in: 
detention and suspension rates, occurrence of aggression towards teachers, a decrease in 
teachers who reported being the subject of intimidation or threats, and fewer reports of 
verbal and physical assaults (International Institute for Restorative Practice, 2006). The 
use of RP is undoubtedly affecting school climates in a positive form. However, the gap 
in the communication between the leaders of RP and the rest of the school staff do a 
disservice to its effectiveness. In SLZUSD specifically, some teachers recall hearing 
about this idea of RP, and some recall even being advocates for it, however the teachers 
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can not recall being asked how they would feel adopting it in their classrooms and what 
they may need in order to do so confidently. On the contrary, teachers were provided 
with an RP manual, a few trainings and from then were expected to begin driving these 
practices on top of their already hectic jobs. The turmoil within the education system 
surrounding funding, student rights, and discipline has left teachers feeling unsupported, 
misunderstood, and that their many needs are overlooked. The future standing of RP in 
SLZUSD is an increased understanding and accountability among staff, and the reliability 
of tools and resources necessary to maintain such practices. 
Stakeholders  
Stakeholders involved in this project include principals, advisors, district staff, 
law enforcers, and family. Teachers have the most difficult role amongst these 
stakeholders as they are expected to use their judgment and discretion promptly and 
appropriately at all times. In many instances they are expected to put their egos to the 
side in order to foster a restorative and beneficial relationship, even if it is not something 
they utilize in their personal lives. They are expected to facilitate circles in their 
classrooms in order to maintain community, along with the requirement of teaching the 
curriculum. As for principals, advisors, and district staff it is collectively their jobs to 
support the teachers in cultivating RP while also being thoughtful about the teachers 
overlying priorities. In regards to families, though their role is mostly outside of the 
classroom, it is fairly significant. The unfortunate but often case is that an All-Star 
teacher utilizes RP in their classrooms, evoking outstanding responses from their students 
and their ability to respond to misconduct or harm. However, when these students go 
home these practices are not reciprocated. The student may leave school and go to an 
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environment where RP is almost exact opposite, where parents or other family members 
may fight, restrict, or inhibit their child’s voice and ability to resolve conflicts safely. In 
this sense it is the family's responsibility to allow students to reciprocate and feel safe to 
resolve conflicts in the same way that they are expected to at school. 
Going forward, the use of Restorative Practices will aim to create a supportive, 
collaborative, and insightful atmosphere. Teachers will feel confident and knowledgeable 
in building and fostering relationships in their classrooms. They will effectively facilitate 
restoration of those harmed and those who did harm in order to create a safe and inclusive 
environment at school. The overarching goal is that RP in schools will break the school to 
prison pipeline by creating an environment for students to feel autonomous, supported 
and hopeful as grow into adults. Simultaneously, teachers will more accurately be able to 
fulfill their goals and duties as educators for the next generation, by empowering students 
to feel self-determined and confident about their ability to navigate through life's hurdles. 
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Methods 
The method used to assess the teachers was through observation within the San 
Lorenzo school district. In particular looking at how the teacher interacts and responds to 
students in their classrooms. The social discipline window in Figure 1 was used as a 
baseline reference for observing the various ways that leaders have exercised their 
leadership in the classrooms. After 4 observations a checklist was developed of various 
behaviors (B), language (L), and/or gesture cues (GC) that contributed to each area of the 
discipline window (see Appendix C). For the remaining observations this checklist of 
general behaviors and patterns in the classrooms and identified where on the social 
discipline window each teacher would fit. After doing observations a debriefing with 
leaders asked how consistently they integrate RP into their classrooms, and what 
contributes to its success and failures.  In addition to observations, researchers also spoke 
with each teacher to get feedback on their perception and use of RP. Ten observations 
took place of 8 different teachers through the course of the semester for up to an hour at 
various times throughout the school day. Researchers were able to develop a diagram of 
how the 4 approaches on the Social Discipline Window are operationalized based on the 
consistency of the teacher’s feedback and observable behaviors.  In addition to 
observations, key informant interviews were conducted with both the Student Support 
Services Director and Teacher on Special Assignment (TSA) in charge of Restorative 
Practices to gain a better understanding of the teacher’s job and responsibilities in their 
classrooms. Lastly, a thematic analysis of the San Lorenzo School district was conducted 
and current events that could be affecting the staff members and their roles were 
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identified. Researchers participated in RP training with the TSA and 13-15 of the lead 
teachers who volunteered to lead RP in their classrooms.  
After doing 10 observations and reviewing observation data, the Restorative 
Practices continuum tool found in Appendix D was developed for teacher use in order to 
improve their ability to facilitate RP in their classrooms. The tool is a continuum that 
focuses on the behaviors and habits as a teacher, and how they can aim to work more 
“with” their students and communities as to create a more effective RP program.  
The continuum tool follows the same outline as the developmental levels for the 
Continuum of Teaching Practice found in Appendix D that is used in the San Lorenzo 
school district for Beginning Teachers Support and Assessment (BTSA). The continuum 
for BTSA is designed to help teachers with introspection and goal setting, while also 
providing examples of consistent lexicon around teaching and learning. The tool is used 
to advise educators on their strengths and identify areas for growth. The tool for the 
BTSA spans across 5 developmental levels: emerging, exploring, applying, integrating, 
and innovating. The continuum describes these developmental levels for each standard of 
the California Standards of Teaching Profession (CSTP) (Beginning Teacher Support and 
Assessment, 2012). Similarly, the Restorative Practices continuum tool created for spans 
across the same developmental levels and describes each for three areas of RP. Each of 
the three areas is broken into subcategories, the first being content. The sub categories 
under content are: preparedness, type of questions and prompts, flexibility and creativity 
in application, and level of facilitation. The second area is comfort level with sub 
categories for: emotional readiness, sharing of power, recognizing alignment of personal 
values, and comfort level around sensitive subjects. The final area is environment and 
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logistics with sub categories of: class size, time, and physical environment. In addition to 
the RP continuum tool a daily log was created to help teachers to proactively plan for the 
day and create a system of accountability. (See Appendix D) 
Findings 
The process of assessing the needs for successful RP implementation behaviors 
and approaches used by teachers revealed meaningful findings for the implications of a 
teacher’s role in their classrooms. Using the Social Discipline Window Diagram 
described in the Methods portion researchers made correlations to each approach of the 
Social Discipline Window. Teachers who were skeptical of RP were those who had less 
ability to leverage power and recognize students diverse needs in their classrooms, the 
opposite was true for those who maintained a positive view of RP.  
Teachers who had trouble connecting with their students often seemed to place 
responsibility of the classrooms climate on the students themselves. Teachers who 
struggled to use RP were those who questioned its effectiveness and therefore only 
partially applied the principles. Some teachers who struggled with RP lacked patience 
and had less ability to share power in their classrooms. In addition these teachers had a 
hard time setting firm and appropriate expectations when necessary. Teachers who had 
success with RP demonstrated more tolerance for student misconduct and offered more 
collaborative interventions as opposed to punitive. Furthermore, these teachers made 
consistent and intentional effort to encourage student voice in every activity.  
Implications for Practice and Future Research 
This fieldwork study has provided many implications for improving practice of 
RP within the classroom and potentially other settings. For SLZUSD in particular, 
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research and observations showed that SLZ school district leaders should be urged to be 
more intentional in practicing diverse and non-traditional teaching methods. They should 
be prepared to leverage their power as a leader more with students in order to engage 
their voices and willingness to learn. Additionally, it is essential that SLZUSD leaders 
acknowledge that change is necessary in order to build and sustain more positive 
relationships on campus. In terms of policy implications the district may need to review 
their policy to better reflect the behavioral expectations of teachers as well as students. 
Policies should require that in some way all individuals must be more thoughtful and 
proactive about reducing the risk of harm in their classrooms. Policies should also be 
assertive in holding the teachers responsible for the culture they create in their classrooms 
and how it may or may not play a role in the misconduct that occurs. 
Due to the simple fact that the teacher is held responsible as the leader in their classroom 
interventions should undoubtedly be targeted to them with as much thoughtfulness as 
they are to the students. Results from the fieldwork study show that the use of a socio 
emotional competency assessment of leaders could and should be a requirement in order 
for leaders to be deemed a suitable teacher. Researchers should consider examining the 
effectiveness of monitoring teachers’ temperaments during difficult moments and 
creating standards. A pilot of the continuum tool and daily log is advised to see how 
effective and useful it can be for leaders.  
Discussion 
Overall, teachers are unsuccessful with RP because they can, and do become very 
unaware of their influence over their classroom. Particularly, when the climate gets 
disorderly, or the classroom seems to be slightly unruly. The findings from this study can 
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speak to the need for more thorough and thoughtful training of future teachers and 
educators. In addition, the socioemotional competency of any adult taking on the role of 
an educator should be stressed more heavily in beginning stages of the role. The United 
States is one of the most diverse countries on the planet where the wealthiest and most 
affluent communities neighbor the poorest and the most oppressed communities. 
Children come from extremely diverse backgrounds and experiences and because of that 
come into the school system with varying needs, many of them unmet. However, the 
school system has created a complex that holds all of these children to the same standards 
and expectations. It is not until a student has continuously failed and or shows the most 
extreme signs of mental illness or cognitive delays that the system begins to consider 
providing that student with further support. What’s more is that this structure holds 
teachers to standards that focus more on the ability of the teacher to effectively teach 
curriculum and assess students academically. The education system must actively and 
authentically accommodate the diverse needs of all students and teachers must be 
committed and prepared to utilize RP and the encompassing roles. A teacher should no 
longer be defined as one who instructs, rather one who fosters the safest and most 
positive environment for students academic development. The teacher must know that 
before academic standards can be met students need to feel a part of, and supported by 
their communities. Students should be challenged to master the ability to build 
relationships and community before being challenged to be a competent writer, reader, or 
even an athlete. Rather than judging the success of a student for their SAT scores or 
reading levels their success should be based on their ability to take responsibility for 
wrongful acts and their ability to restore and maintain relationships within their 
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communities. Where previous studies have tended to emphasize the behaviors of students 
this study focused on the role and competency of the teachers and how they should be 
prepared and knowledgeable on maintaining a restorative and safe classroom where 
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Appendix B. SWOT Analysis 
Strengths 
 
 CA education code changes allowed 
for alternative practices 
 RP model is being used in two largest 
school districts in the Bay Area 
 Director is well known and has 
positive relationships with the staff 
 New and more research is suggesting 




 Resources for professional 
training is limited 
 Funding for needed RP positions 
is not available 
 Time for training is limited 
 District has no means of 
incentivizing staff  
 Communication and 
dissemination of information is 
poor 





 Training newer staff to be open and 
thoughtful of RP 
 Utilization of grad students to 
facilitate change 
 Relatively small school district that is 
receiving little pressure from the 
greater population makes SLZUSD a 
good space for experimentation and 
culture shifts 
 Utilizing school counselors to 
exemplify RP practices 
 there is evidence that the district 





 Turnover and retention rate of 
staff is high 
 Funding can come and go 
 There is existing tension in the 
district between teachers and 
administrators over salary and 
benefits 
 Some schools in the district are at 
risk of being shut down 
 Ongoing strikes from teachers 
and students over pay has 


































Appendix C. Behavioral Observation Checklist  
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Not (1) (B) Teacher is unresponsive 
to student 
pushback/questions, 
(L) “you need to 






To(2) (B) teacher snaps or claps at 
students to get attention 
(L) I don’t have to 
explain myself,  
(GC) removing 
something from a 
student without 
explanation 
For(3)  (B) choosing partners or 
picking groups for students, 
volunteering students 
(L) “let me worry 
about those details, 
you worry about 
following my 
directions” 
(GC) Waits quietly 
for class to quiet 
down or regain 
attention 
With(4) (B) teacher utilized curiosity 
to recognizes and/or 
acknowledge student has 
diverse interest 
(L) “How would 
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Appendix D. Continuum of Restorative Practices 
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Appendix D. Daily Log 
 
 
 
 
 
 
